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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is responsive to communications filed on October 15, 2008. 
Claims 1-15 remain pending in the application. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed October 15, 2008 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

35 USC §101 

Applicant's arguments, see page 2, filed October 15, 2008, with respect to the rejection of 
claim 15 under 35 U.S.C. § 101 have been fully considered and are persuasive. The rejection of 
claim 15 under 35 U.S.C. §101 has been withdrawn. 

35 USC §102 

Regarding claim 1, Applicant's argued that Johnson does not teach the same 
prioritization for the allowable values, since the scaling values assigned to the attributes, i.e., the 
higher number indicating a greater desirability and lower number indicating a lower desirability 
of the allowable value, is not the same as prioritizing the allowable values in terms of a ranking 
or importance. Examiner respectfully disagrees. Johnson teaches prioritizing the selected 
routing factors (e.g., attributes are prioritized by customers; col. 9: lines 40-45); and for each 
selected routing factor, prioritizing the selected allowable values (e.g., input values 
representative of attributes, from -5 to +5, with a higher number indicating greater desirability; 
col. 7: lines 29-30, Tables 1-3). Clearly, the input values representative of attributes, i.e., 
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assigned weight, be it -5 or +5, reflect the ranking or importance of the attributes, as 
decided/inputted by the user. 

Johnson also teaches that once the parameters and weighting factors have been selected 
or determined, a determination is made for each selected routing factor which selected allowable 
value, if any, matches the characteristics of the link (e.g., the neural values of 0, +5, and +3 
corresponding to trail 1 which is a fiber optic system that is 50km long, its cable is buried 8ft 
deep, and the cost to expand the trail is $150,000; col. 7: lines 33-60, Tables 1-3). 

Regarding claims 6 and 15, in response to applicant's argument that Johnson fails to teach 
the claimed limitation process, it is noted though Figures 7-9 shows traversing the plurality of 
link individually between the locations (i.e., Figures 7-9 shows all possible paths corresponding 
to all attributes and weights), once attributes and weighting factors are chosen or determined, it is 
anticipated only links costs for path with chosen attributes and weighting factors are to be 
calculated. 

Similarly, regarding claim 5, once the parameters and weighting are selected, it is 
anticipated only links costs for paths with chosen attributes and weighting factors are to be 
calculated since no further decision needs to be made regarding the shortest and/or best paths. 

In addition, regarding claims 8 and 14, as shown above, Johnson teaches for each 
selected routing factor, prioritizing the selected allowable values (e.g., input values 
representative of attributes, from -5 to +5, with a higher number indicating greater desirability; 
col. 7: lines 29-30, Tables 1-3), thus Johnson teaches using the prioritization to calculate a link 
cost. 
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The indicated allowability of claims 1 1-12 is withdrawn in view of the newly discovered 
references to Johnson (US 6,078,946), in view of Odiaka (US 6,829,347). Rejections based on 
the newly cited references follow. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 
3. Claims 1-2, 5-8 and 10-11 and 13-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Johnson (US 6,078,946). 

Regarding claim 1, Johnson discloses: 

selecting one or more routing factors from the set of routing factors (e.g., each path has a 
number of attributes including reliability, cost, speed, distance, expandability, etc. that can be 
combined to determine the relative desirability of the path attributes; col. 3: lines 56-58 and col. 
7: lines 4-10); 

for each selected routing factor, selecting one or more of the allowable values (e.g., input 
values representative of attributes, from -5 to +5, with a higher number indicating greater 
desirability; col. 7: lines 29-30, Tables 1-3); 

prioritizing the selected routing factors (e.g., attributes are prioritized by customers; col. 
9: lines 40-45); 

for each selected routing factor, prioritizing the selected allowable values (e.g., input 
values representative of attributes, from -5 to +5, with a higher number indicating greater 
desirability; col. 7: lines 29-30, Tables 1-3); and 

for any given link in the network: 
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determining for each selected routing factor which selected allowable value, if 
any, matches the characteristics of the link (e.g., the neural values are 0, +5, and +3 
matches trail 1, which is a fiber optic system that is 50km long, its cable is buried 8ft 
deep, and the cost to expand the trail is $150,000; col. 7: lines 33-60, Tables 1-3); 

combining the prioritization of each matched value with the prioritization of that 
value' s corresponding routing factor to determine a cost for each factor (e.g., the cost of 
the shortest trail attribute for trail 1 is (0*.0.8); col. 9: lines 40-60, Tables 1-3); and 

summing the combined costs for each selected routing factor to determine the cost 
for the link (col. 9: lines 55-60). 

Regarding claim 2, Johnsons also discloses: 

determining a weight for each selected routing factor based on the prioritization of the 
factor (col. 9: lines 33-50); 

for each selected routing factor, determining a cost for each of the selected allowable 
values based on the prioritization of the values (e.g., the cost of the shortest trail attribute for trail 
1 is (0*.0.8); col. 9: lines 40-60, Tables 1-3); and 

wherein the combining step combines the cost of each matched value with the weight of 
that value's corresponding routing factor to determine the cost for each factor (col. 9: lines 55- 
60). 

Regarding claim 5, Johnsons also discloses determining, combining, and summing steps 
are only performed if it is first determined that each of the selected routing factors apply to the 
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given link and if at least one of the selected allowable values for each factor applies to the given 
link (col. 9: lines 30-60). 

Regarding claims 6, 10 and 15, Johnson also discloses a method, comprising: 
selecting one or more routing factors from the set of routing factors (e.g., each path has a 
number of attributes including reliability, cost, speed, distance, expandability, etc. that can be 
combined to determine the relative desirability of the path attributes; col. 3: lines 56-58 and col. 
7: lines 4-10); 

for each selected routing factor, selecting one or more of the allowable values (e.g., input 
values representative of attributes, from -5 to +5, with a higher number indicating greater 
desirability; col. 7: lines 29-30, Tables 1-3);; 

assigning a weight to each selected routing factor (e.g., each attributes is assigned a 
weight based on customer's priorities, col. 9: lines 33-50); 

for each selected routing factor, assigning each selected allowable value a cost (e.g., input 
values representative of attributes, from -5 to +5, with a higher number indicating greater 
desirability; col. 7: lines 29-30, Tables 1-3); 

traversing a plurality of links through the network to determine one or more possible 
routes wherein a given link is only traversed if each of the selected routing factors applies to the 
link and if at least one of the selected allowable values for each factor applies to the link (Figures 
7-9, col. 12: line 1- col. 13: line 49), and wherein a cost is calculated for each traversed link by: 

determining for each selected routing factor which selected allowable value matches the 
characteristics of the traversed link (e.g., trail 1 is a fiber optic system that 50km long, its cable is 
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buried 8ft deep, and the cost to expand the trail is $150,000; thus the neural values are 0, +5, and 
+3, respectively; col. 7: lines 33-60, Tables 1-3); 

for each matched allowable value, weighting the cost of the matched value by the 
corresponding weight of the routing factor (e.g., the cost of the shortest trail attribute for trail 1 is 
(0*.0.8); col. 9: lines 40-60, Tables 1-3); and 

summing the weighted costs to determine a cost for the traversed link (col. 9: lines 55- 
60); and 

using the link costs of the traversed links to select a route from among the one or more 
determined possible routes (e.g., best trails arc identified, then combined, as appropriate, to 
provide the best path; col. 13: lines 2-5). 

Regarding claim 11, Johnson also discloses determining if a given selected routing factor 
applies to the link and if the factor does not apply, using a large cost for that factor when 
calculating the link cost (if a preferred path is not available, choose the next longer path, i.e., path 
with a larger cost factor; col. 2: lines 40-44). 

Regarding claims 7 and 13, Johnson also discloses the weights assigned to the selected 
routing factors are based on a prioritization of the factors (col. 9: lines 33-50). 

Regarding claims 8 and 14, Johnson also discloses the costs assigned to the selected 
allowable values for each selected routing factor are based on a prioritization of the allowable 
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values (e.g., input values representative of attributes, from -5 to +5, with a higher number 
indicating greater desirability; col. 7: lines 29-30, Tables 1-3). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

4. Claim 9 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Johnson, as applied to claims 6 and 10 above, respectively, in view of Odiaka (US 6,829,347). 

Johnson does not explicitly disclose at least one of the selected routing values a default 
value is selected in addition to the selected one or more allowable values. 

Odiaka teaches at least one of the selected routing values a default value is selected in 
addition to the selected one or more allowable values (e.g., QoS profile, by default, only the 
basic service type is available; col. 7: lines 16- col. 8: lines 46). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to apply Odiaka's method of selecting a trail in Johnson's system, in order to mediate 
between a required class of service requested by a user and the available quality of service which 
can be supported. 

Regarding claim 12, Johnson does not explicitly disclose, if no selected allowable value 
for a given selected routing factor matches the characteristics of the link, using a large cost value 
for that factor when calculating the link cost. 

Odiaka teaches if no selected allowable value for a given selected routing factor matches 
the characteristics of the link, using a large cost value for that factor when calculating the link cost 
(e.g., if a suitable policy service type is not defined, an automated/or non-automated operator may 
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create a suitable profile. Obviously, a large cost value for a routing factor is a possible choice; 
col. 7: lines 9-54). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to apply Odiaka's method of selecting a trail in Johnson's system, in order to mediate 
between a required class of service requested by a user and the available quality of service which 
can be supported. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

5. Claims 3-4 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Van Kim T. Nguyen whose telephone number is 571-272-3073. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 AM - 4:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit can be reached on 571-272-3939. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Van Kim T. Nguyen 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2456 
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/Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2456 



